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trespassed upon your time; but I have been compelled
to do so in self-defence. I will merely add that I hope
both "Probitas" and " Delta" will clearly understand
that this is the last letter I intend writing on the sub-
ject; for I am neither the legal defender of the Irish
College of Physicians ; nor do I hold any office in con-
nection with their corporation; and I have also no tim e for
quarrels. I have referred your correspondents to the
proper authorities, and really their disputes must be
settled by them. Those authorities may call " Probitas"
and " Delta" to account for denying their rights; that is,
if they think it worth their while to do so.

I am, etc., VERITAS.

SiR,-The various arguments ingeniously brought for-
ward by those claimants for the title of Dr. who do not
possess an university degree, have been repeatedly and
fully answered; but your correspondent M.R.C.P. has
the merit of novelty, if not of logical sequence, in his
attempt to support these claims by reference to analo-
gies so obviously incorrect.

First, as to clergymen, they are entitled to the prefix
of Rev. in virtue of their holy orders, altogether irre-
spective of their possession of an university degree.
Your correspondent's second "analogy" (?) is of the

same character. A gentleman who has been called to
the English bar is, de facto, a barrister-at-law, whether
he is an university graduate or iot.
As to the analogy of " courtesy titles", the public give

them "ungrudgingly" to the sons, daughters, etc., of
peers, though it is more than questionable that such
would be the case, if "' courtesy titles" were sold for £10.
So, previously to the notorious year of grace, it was
usual to give the courtesy title of Dr. to tion-graduate
members of the College of Physicians. But, when it
became known that a College of Physicians had, in the
course of a few months, sold hundreds of its new
diplomas, and that many of the purchasers had assumed
the title of Dr. it is not surprising that the profession
then "grudged" indefinitely to extend the courtesv, and
led to the growth of the opinion that the title of Dr.
should be confined to those who possess the doctorate.

I am, etc., F.R.C.S.EDIN.
April 8th, 1862.
[Whatever views may be taken by different persons on

this subject, we think that the profession generally will
agree in this, that the courtesy title given to Members
and Fellows of Colleges before the year of grace ought,
in all fairness, to be still given to them. EDITOR.]

SIn,-The letter signed M.R.C.P. in your last issue
is, I conceive, deserving the best attention of the govern-
ing body of the Royal College of Physicians of London.
Its temperateness, and not less its truthfulness, com.
mend it to the notice of the profession at large, and
very especially to that of the president and censors of
the aforesaid College.
Upon the authority of Dr. Pitman, Registrar of the

College of Physicians of London, we are assured that
the "by-laws" relative to Fellows and Members being
" non-graduates" are now "being revised by a com-
mittee, by whom the entire question will be considered"
(query, reconsidered). Under these circumstances,
then, it would seem both expedient and right for your
correspondent (M.R.C.P.), as well as for that numerous
body of physicians, and not doctors, whom he may be
said to represent in his letter to yourself, to wait with
patience the promised revisal of the same by-laws.
There can be, I fancy, no doubt of the issue, i.e., if
truth and justice are of real value.
What say Dr. T. Mayo and my examiners at the Col-

lege in Pall Mall ? Simply this: " they have examined
and approved" myself, "a marvellous proper person"
(" ornatissimum virum"), and " have, therefore, conceded

to me the privilege both to teach and practise the science
and art of medicine; and have also given to me to enjoy,
here and elsewhere, the highest honours, and titles, and
privileges, usually awarded to physicians." The annexed
extract from my College diploma will put this matter in
the most conclusive light:-
"Ei concessisse liberam facultatem et licentiam tam

docendi quam exercendi scientiam et artem medicam,
eidemque summis honoribus, et titulis, et privilegiis,
qusecumque hic vel alibi medicis concedi solent, intra
auctoritatis nostra- litnites frui dedisse."
Permit me to add, I have the highest confidence in

the honour and integrity of Dr. A. Sutherland, Dr. H.
B. Jones, and Dr. J. R. Bennett, the three surviving cen-
sors of the four who, I find, have affixed their signa.
tures to my diploma, including, of course, Dr. T. Mayo;
and, therefore, I cannot doubt but that claims such as
my own to the "title of Dr." will be again, and ere long,
most readily and fully acknowledged by " the College."
(See Dr. Pitman's letter in No. 62 of the JOURNAL.)

I am, etc., ANOTHER M.R.C.P.
April 11th, 1862.

Sm,-In your columns of last week (April 5) appear
three letters on the disputed topic, Who is a Doctor ?"
Two of these refer solely to the question whether the
College of Physicians of Ireland has power to formally
grant the title of Doctor of Medicine. The Lord Chief
Justice, the highest legal authority, having decided that
the College has no such power, it would be superfluous
to argue the matter.*
To the third letter, which is virtually an appeal ad

misericordiam, I ask to reply. The author, who signs
himself M.R.C.P., asks that Fellows and Members of
the London College of Physicians should be designated
Dr. on the following grounds: Because this prefix has
been recognised by the public for many years as de-
noting a physician; because of the analogous custom
of the other learned professions; because, until the year
1859, the epithet Dr. was applied by the London Col-
lege of Physicians to all their members, whether gra-
duates or not.

M.R.C.P. appears to have forgotten that the real
change is in the physicians themselves. The status of
physicians in 1859 was very different from what it is in
1862. The physician then was, as a matter of course,
a man who had passed through a more prolonged course
of study, and more extended and rigid examinations,
than were demanded from ordinary practitioners; he
was, moreover, ex officio, not a general, but a consulting
practitioner; and a large proportion of the physicians
of that date were actually university graduates as well.
The title of Dr. was applied, in courtesy, to all; it was
not worth while to cavil at its use by the small minority
who were non-graduates; and it would have been invi-
dious and churlish to do so, as in actual attainments
and status all were nearly equal.

This is no longer the case. The once eminent title
of physician has been so vulgarised by the action of a
certain acute and business-like College, that it no longer
implies any sort of special professional status; and, ne-
cessarily, the courtesies formerly vouchsafed to phy-
sicians as such, are now withdrawn.
The physician of 1859 was above the average standard

of his professional brethren; the physician of 1862 is
just as probably below. Some of the possessors of
diplomas (at £10) are gentlemen who, to use the tech-

* IWe believe that on this point our correspondent errs. The
judge, in delivering judgment on the point submitted, stated that
the question as to the right of the College to confer the title of M.D.
was not before the Court, but simply whether a mandamus ought to
issue to compel the Registrar to insert AM.D. after Licentiate, which
the Court decided in the negative, inasmuch as the title of I.D. was
not specified in the Medical Act as one of the titles conferable by the
College. EDITOR.]
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